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a b s t r a c t
Peer victimization can seriously impair one’s well-being. As youth spend more time on the Internet, a
new form of peer victimization has emerged, namely, online peer victimization. To fully comprehend
peer victimization among today’s youth, there is a need for a psychometrically sound measure that
can assess peer victimization occurring both offline and online. In addition, research has shown that it
is also important to distinguish between direct and indirect peer victimization. Thus, the aim of this study
was to develop and validate the Multidimensional Offline and Online Peer Victimization Scale (MOOPV).
The MOOPV measures how often adolescents experience direct and indirect forms of offline and online
peer victimization. The four-factor structure of the MOOPV was confirmed using exploratory (n = 325)
and confirmatory factor analyses (n = 799) among adolescents aged 9–18 years. As expected, higher
scores on all subscales were related to lower levels of psychosocial wellbeing, i.e., less life satisfaction,
more loneliness and less social self-esteem. In all, the 20-item MOOPV proved to be a valid, reliable
and highly useful instrument. Importantly, because the MOOPV is not linked to specific technologies, it
will remain viable even after new technologies for online communication become available.
! 2015 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction
Peer victimization is an age-old problem. It includes, but is not
limited to, being kicked, shoved, bullied, gossiped about, or
excluded. Peer victimization seems to peak during school transi-
tion phases, especially from primary to secondary education, while
gradually diminishing during adolescence (e.g., Hong & Espelage,
2012; Pellegrini & Long, 2002; Smith, Shu, & Madsen, 2001).
Although peer victimization can be seen as a natural and inevitable
part of growing up, for some adolescents it seriously impairs their
mental and physical well-being (Hawker & Boulton, 2000;
Reijntjes, Kamphuis, Prinzie, & Telch, 2010). Traditionally, peer vic-
timization took place in offline settings particularly in the school or
neighborhood. However, as youth increasingly embrace social
media, a new form of peer victimization has emerged. This form
of peer victimization, where a child or adolescent is victimized
by a peer who uses an Internet-based technology, is referred to
as online peer victimization.
Research on online peer victimization has been burgeoning in
the last decade (e.g., Juvonen & Gross, 2008; Sabella, Patchin, &
Hinduja, 2013; Slonje, Smith, & Frisén, 2013; Tokunaga, 2010;
Wang, Nansel, & Iannotti, 2011). Whereas the earliest studies of
online peer victimization focused mainly on prevalence rates, more
studies have recently been conducted on the correlates of being
victimized online (Cassidy, Faucher, & Jackson, 2013). In line with
studies on offline peer victimization, these studies have shown that
online peer victimization is negatively related to indicators of psy-
chosocial well-being, including depression (e.g., Bauman, Toomey,
& Walker, 2013; Chang et al., 2013; Kowalski & Limber, 2013;
Olenik-Shemesh, Heiman, & Eden, 2012; Schultze-Krumbholz,
Jäkel, Schultze, & Scheithauer, 2012), loneliness (e.g., Jackson &
Cohen, 2012; Olenik-Shemesh et al., 2012), and social anxiety
(e.g., Juvonen & Gross, 2008; Navarro, Yubero, Larrañaga, &
Martínez, 2012).
The strength of the relationship between online peer victimiza-
tion and psychosocial well-being seems to depend on the extent to
which offline peer victimization is taken into account. When
researchers control for offline peer victimization, the relationship
between online peer victimization and internalizing problems
seems to decrease. For instance, Dempsey, Sulkowski, Nichols,
and Storch (2009) showed that online peer victimization had only
a weak relationship with social anxiety and was no longer related
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to depression, after controlling for offline peer victimization. Thus,
in order to fully understand how online peer victimization contrib-
utes to adolescents’ psychosocial well-being, it is important to
assess both types of peer victimization. In addition, the potentially
detrimental effects of both offline and online peer victimization
necessitate the availability of psychometrically sound measures
of peer victimization in both settings.
Although a number ofmeasures are available for both offline and
online peer victimization, some important limitations have been
identified. In a systematic review, Berne et al. (2013) identified
the strengths and weaknesses of the 44 scales measuring online
peer victimization that were available in October 2010. The authors
of the review also provided advice and suggested criteria that
should be met when developing a new measure. Moreover, the
authors identified some important shortcomings of existing scales.
First, many measures include media-specific items. These items
assess peer victimization via a specific medium or Internet plat-
form, such as victimization via hurtful emails or a Facebook profile
(e.g., Gradinger, Strohmeier, & Spiel, 2010; Menesini, Nocentini, &
Calussi, 2011). Due to the fast-changing media landscape, however,
these media-specific measures must be updated continuously. For
example, whereas a decade ago emails were very prominent
among youth, they are rarely used anymore, replaced by messag-
ing services such as WhatsApp, Snapchat or YikYak (Bellware,
2014). Medium-specific measures, therefore, become quickly out-
dated and are difficult to use in longitudinal studies conducted
over several years.
Second, information about the psychometric properties of mea-
sures of online peer victimization is minimal because few studies
have provided information about reliability or validity. For exam-
ple, in one review, information about internal consistency was
available for only 18 of the 44 evaluated measures (Berne et al.,
2013). Only eight studies tested the validity of their measure by
investigating the relationship to psychosocial well-being. Without
information about reliability or validity, it is difficult to assess a
measure’s quality. Thus, when new scales are developed, it is nec-
essary to rigidly test the psychometric properties, to clearly outline
the steps that have been taken when developing the measure, and
to present the psychometric properties in detail.
Third, not only do few studies report internal consistency, statis-
tical support for ameasure and its subscales has been limited.When
subscales have been distinguished in online peer victimization
assessment, authors clustered items based only on theoretical
assumptions. Of these 18 studies that provided information about
internal consistency, only 11 also reported factor analyses. Further-
more, only one of these studies conducted both an exploratory and
confirmatory factor analysis. When subscales are distinguished, it
is crucial that researchers ‘‘confirm or dismiss theoretically based
items through statistical analysis such as factor analysis’’ (Berne
et al., 2013, p. 329).
Fourth, measures of online peer victimization have not yet dis-
tinguished between direct and indirect forms of peer victimization.
This is problematic because research on offline peer victimization
has shown that it is important to make this distinction. Direct peer
victimization is usually the result of aggressive acts during which
the victim is physically harmed or verbally threatened. These expe-
riences often involve a direct confrontation between the perpetra-
tor and the victim. Indirect peer victimization, on the other hand, is
the result of more covert forms of aggression, such as relational
aggression (Grotpeter & Crick, 1996), reputational aggression (De
Los Reyes & Prinstein, 2004) and social exclusion (Lopez &
DuBois, 2005). Although the distinction between direct and indi-
rect aggression is common for offline peer victimization, it has
not been made for online peer victimization.
Differentiating between direct and indirect offline and online
peer victimization is important for three reasons. First, indirect off-
line peer victimization typically occurs more often than direct off-
line peer victimization (Carbone-Lopez, Esbensen, & Brick, 2010;
Woods & White, 2005). If a scale does not strike a balance between
indirect and direct peer victimization, the reported prevalence rate
of peer victimization may be biased toward the dominant form of
peer victimization that is measured. Second, a uni-dimensional
approach may obscure gender differences. Gender differences in
direct offline aggression are typically robust, with boys showing
more direct aggression than girls (Card, Stucky, Sawalani, & Little,
2008). In online peer victimization, however, gender differences
are less consistent (Tokunaga, 2010). Distinguishing between indi-
rect and direct online peer victimization may improve our under-
standing of gender differences in online peer victimization.
Finally, a distinction between indirect and direct peer victimization
enables us to more precisely predict the psychosocial conse-
quences of peer victimization. Whereas direct peer victimization
has negative consequences for boys and girls, indirect peer victim-
ization seems to affect girls more strongly than boys (Storch, Nock,
Masia-Warner, & Barlas, 2003).
Experiences of peer victimization have often been studied in the
context of bullying (e.g., Olweus, 1997). Researchers in the field of
bullying emphasize that aggressive acts should only be considered
bullying when they meet the following three criteria: (1) the per-
petrator intends to hurt the victim; (2) the aggressive behaviors
occur frequently; and (3) there exists a power imbalance which
is often related to differences in physique between the victim
and his/her perpetrator (Smith & Brain, 2000). However, these spe-
cific characteristics of bullying do not easily transfer to online peer
victimization in which face-to-face contact is absent (e.g., Smith,
2012). For instance, an insulting comment posted on a social net-
work site is a onetime act by the perpetrator but is viewed and pos-
sibly commented on many times after the original posting. We are
also primarily interested in the victim’s perspective, for which a
perpetrator’s intent-to-harm is less relevant. Although these three
criteria have often been used to differentiate bullying from more
general experiences with aggression, this distinction is not unani-
mously accepted neither by traditional nor cyberbullying research-
ers (e.g., Dooley, Py _zalski, & Cross, 2009; Smith, 2012). For these
reasons, the terms ‘‘offline’’ and ‘‘online peer victimization’’ more
closely reflect the negative experiences that we are interested in
studying than bullying does.
1.1. The current study
In light of the limitations of existing measures of peer victimiza-
tion, several authors have argued that the assessment of offline and
online peer victimization must be systematized (e.g., Berne et al.,
2013; Crothers & Levinson, 2004; Elinoff, Chafouleas, & Sassu,
2004; Tokunaga, 2010). This study aims to address this call by
developing a sound measure of direct and indirect offline and
online peer victimization, the Multidimensional Offline and Online
Peer Victimization Scale (MOOPV). The MOOPV, a self-report mea-
sure developed for children 9 years of age and older, is meant to
allow for reliable and direct comparisons between youth’s offline
and online experiences with peer victimization, and should be rel-
atively robust to the ever changing digital media landscape by
including items that are not media-platform specific.
All items that were used to create the MOOPV were drawn from
previous studies on offline and online peer victimization. In line
with Berne et al.’s (2013) advice and recommended criteria for
developing new measures of peer victimization, the MOOPV had
to meet several quality standards. As such, the development of
the MOOPV followed a systematic approach. The four MOOPV sub-
scales (offline and online direct and indirect victimization) had to
meet standards of reliability (i.e., high internal consistency, >.70;
Nunnally, 1978), utility (i.e., smallest number of items that cover
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the scope of the construct, maximum of 5 items), and validity (i.e.,
cross-population and construct validity).
To create the MOOPV, we followed three steps. First, we con-
ducted a pilot study to reduce the number of initial items. Second,
exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were conducted with
the main study sample. Third, we investigated the MOOPV’s con-
struct validity by looking at the relationships among the four sub-
scales and measures that were expected to relate to peer
victimization: age (e.g., Hong & Espelage, 2012; Pellegrini & Long,
2002; Smith et al., 2001), gender (e.g., Card et al., 2008), life-satis-
faction (e.g., Martin & Huebner, 2007), loneliness (e.g., Hawker &
Boulton, 2000), and social self-esteem (e.g., Card et al., 2008;
Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Tokunaga, 2010). We chose these specific
measures of psychosocial well-being because they have been pre-
viously shown as being associated with peer victimization and
allow us to compare our results with previous research.
2. Methodology
2.1. Pilot study
The initial itempool for theMOOPV included 20 items pertaining
to offlinevictimization (10direct/10 indirect). These20 itemshadall
been used in previous research (see Hawker & Boulton, 2000 for an
overview of available measures of offline peer victimization). Addi-
tionally, we included 33 items reflecting online victimization (15
direct/18 indirect). These items were created to mirror the offline
victimization items and were supplemented by items that had also
been used in online peer victimization scales available in March,
2010 (e.g., Huang & Chou, 2010; Juvonen & Gross, 2008; Sourander
et al., 2010; Ybarra, Diener-West, & Leaf, 2007). All items in the ini-
tial item pool are reported in Appendix A. References for each item
are available upon request from the first author.
After receiving approval from the ethics committee of the
authors’ university, these items were administered to 401 Dutch
youth 10–17-years of age via an online survey fielded by a research
agency in January 2011 (Mage = 13.44, SDage = 2.31, 51% boys). To
shorten the scale, we excluded items that were endorsed by less
than 10% of the sample because the MOOPV should be able to iden-
tify differences in victimization patterns in non-clinical popula-
tions. As a consequence, two items were excluded for offline
victimization and 13 items for online victimization. To limit or
avoid (a) overlap between items measuring the same subscale,
(b) items that were linked to specific technologies, and (c) items
that could not be applied to both offline and online settings, we
excluded four additional offline items and six online items (see
Appendix A for a detailed description of this exclusion procedure).
As a result, the scale that was used in the main study included 14
offline and 14 online peer victimization items.
2.2. Main study
2.2.1. Sample and procedure
Data for the main study were collected at three primary and
three secondary schools in both rural and urban areas of The Neth-
erlands in early 2012. Participants included 1124 students
between 9 and 18 years of age (Mage = 13.28, SDage = 1.90; 48%
boys). All parents received a detailed information letter about the
study and passive consent was obtained. Students completed
informed consent forms and were compensated with a small gift
(approximately 1 US dollar). A paper–pencil questionnaire was
completed during class under the supervision of a researcher and
teacher.
To examine cross-population validity, we divided the main
study’s sample into two sub-samples. Because confirmatory analy-
ses require larger sample sizes (Noar, 2003), we used a random 30/
70 split to create two subsamples, i.e., sample A, n = 325 and sam-
ple B, n = 799. We conducted an exploratory factor analysis on
sample A. The factor structure that emerged from this analysis
was then validated by a confirmatory factor analysis using sample
B.
2.2.2. The MOOPV
The MOOPV subscales included eight direct and six indirect off-
line items, and six direct and eight indirect online items. Students
rated their victimization experiences by another child or youngster
during the past six months along a six-point scale (see Appendix C
for questionnaire instructions). Response categories were (1) never,
(2) once in the past six months, (3) 2–3 times in the past six months,
(4) about once a month, (5) about once a week, and (6) almost every
day. In the instructions to the participants, we explained that the
items are about their experiences with peers and not with adults.
Moreover, as the Internet is more frequently accessed from mobile
devices, we made no distinction between access from personal
computers, laptops or mobile phones (Lenhart, Purcell, Smith, &
Zickuhr, 2010).
2.2.3. Construct validity
To assess construct validity, we incorporated age, gender, and
three measures of psychosocial well-being; these measures
included life satisfaction, social self-esteem, and loneliness. Life
satisfaction was assessed using the 5-item Satisfaction with Life
Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985), Cronbach’s
alpha = .87. Social self-esteem was assessed with the 5-item social
acceptance subscale of the Self-Perception Profile for Adolescents,
Cronbach’s alpha = .79 (Harter, 1988; Valkenburg, Peter, &
Schouten, 2006). Loneliness was assessed with five items from
the UCLA Loneliness Scale, Cronbach’s alpha = .79 (Lemmens,
Valkenburg, & Peter, 2009; Russell, 1996). Items in each scale were
rated along a five-point scale ranging from 1 to 5.
3. Results
3.1. Exploratory factor analysis (sample A)
The 28 items that were retained after the pilot study were
included in the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using oblique
rotation (Floyd & Widaman, 1995). The initial EFA (EFA1) resulted
in a six-factor structure of which the first four factors reflected the
hypothesized subscales: direct offline, indirect offline, direct
online, and indirect online victimization. The explained variances
of each of the first four factors were 38.47%, 8.17%, 7.15%, and
5.73%, respectively. The last two factors were not hypothesized
and included miscellaneous items, which were either a mix of
online and offline items, or a mix of direct and indirect items. These
four offline and three online items were excluded from further
analyses. An overview of all factor loadings, explained variance
and eigenvalues of EFA1 can be found in Appendix B.
We ran a second EFA (EFA2) using the 21 remaining items that
loaded onto the first four factors. This second EFA revealed the four
expected factors and no additional factors (see Table 1). Based on
this second EFA, we excluded one item from the direct online vic-
timization factor (‘‘on the Internet another peer threatened to beat
me up’’) because its mirror item for offline victimization failed to
load onto the direct offline victimization factor. In addition, we
retained one item from the indirect online victimization factor
(‘‘another teen acted like I did not exist’’), which loaded more weakly
while its mirror item loaded well (.61) onto the indirect offline vic-
timization factor. Furthermore, including this item broadened the
scope of the indirect online victimization subscale. As a result, each
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subscale included five items. The items and their factor loadings
are listed in Table 1. As Table 1 shows, all subscales had good inter-
nal reliabilities, with Cronbach’s alpha estimates above .80.
3.2. Confirmatory factor analysis (sample B)
We used confirmatory factor analysis to confirm whether the
four-factor solution is indeed the most adequate solution (in com-
parison to a one or two-factor model) and to establish cross-popu-
lation validity. We fitted a hierarchical model in which we
expected that the two direct and indirect offline victimization sub-
scales would load onto one latent offline victimization factor and
the direct and indirect online subscales would load onto the latent
online victimization factor. To evaluate model fit we used the rec-
ommended cut-off values, namely .90 for the Comparative Fit
Index (CFI) along with a Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA) close to .05 (Hoyle & Duvall, 2004; Hu & Bentler, 1999).
We also report the Expected Cross-Validation Index (ECVI) to com-
pare the different models. Because a low ECVI reflects a better
model fit, we expected multifactorial models to yield a lower ECVI
than a uni-factorial or dual-factor model (Hatcher, 1994).
Both the one and two-factor models showed a poor fit, respec-
tively v2 (df = 169, n = 726) = 3598.86, p < .005, CFI = .52,
RMSEA = .17, ECVI = 5.13 and v2 (df = 165, n = 726) = 2810.89,
p < .005, CFI = .63, RMSEA = .15, ECVI = 4.05. The hypothesized
four-factor model resulted in an acceptable fit, v2 (df = 170,
n = 726) = 1238.35, p < .005, CFI = .85, RMSEA = .10, ECVI = 1.89.
This suggests that the four-factor model best reflects the multidi-
mensionality of the construct.
The fit of the four-factor model improved significantly when
errors were allowed to correlate, v2 (df = 153, n = 726) = 613.02,
p < .005, CFI = .94, RMSEA = .06, ECVI = 1.06. All correlated errors
are specified in the note below Fig. 1. Errors were only allowed
to correlate across subscales for mirroring items, e.g., ‘‘called names
offline’’ and ‘‘called names online.’’ As expected, the indirect and
direct subscales loaded strongly onto the respective second-order
factor. Estimates for the final twenty factor loadings are presented
in Fig. 1.
3.3. Descriptive statistics of the MOOPV (full main study sample)
The percentages of adolescents who reported experiencing at
least one incident of a certain type of peer victimization in the past
six months were: 31% (direct offline), 11% (indirect offline), 15%
(direct online), and 6% (indirect online). Direct offline peer victim-
ization M = 1.80, SD = 1.01, occurred significantly more often than
indirect offline peer victimization, M = 1.29, SD = 0.65. Likewise,
direct online victimization, M = 1.44, SD = 0.81, occurred more fre-
quently than indirect online peer victimization,M = 1.20, SD = 0.53,
all p values < .001. Furthermore, both types of peer victimization,
direct and indirect, were more prevalent offline than online.
Inter-correlations among the four subscales ranged from .31 to
.58 (see Table 2). Subscales that were congruent in modality (off-
line/online) or congruent in form (direct/indirect) had higher
inter-correlations than non-congruent subscales.
3.4. Construct validity of the MOOPV
To evaluate the construct validity of the MOOPV, we investi-
gated how the subscales correlated with age, gender and the three
measures of psychosocial well-being (see Table 3). While offline
peer victimization was negatively related to age, online peer vic-
timization was either positively (i.e., direct online peer victimiza-
tion) or not related to age (i.e., indirect online peer
victimization). Furthermore, Table 3 shows that boys reported
higher levels of direct offline peer victimization than girls. There
Table 1
EFA pattern matrix loadings for MOOPV items (second EFA).
New item # Initial item # Item Factor loadings
1 2 3 4
Factor 1: Direct offline peer victimization
1 off1 Kicked or hit .88 !.05 .02 !.09
2 off3 Called names .86 !.05 .05 .02
3 off2 Pushed .84 .01 .01 .06
4 off4 Insulted .73 .08 .04 .07
5 off5 Embarrassed .57 .20 .03 .06
Factor 2: Indirect offline
6 off8 Excluded me .09 .89 !.07 .02
7 off12 Did not let me participate .02 .87 !.03 !.02
8 off9 Did not let me join a conversation .08 .85 !.03 !.02
9 off14 Did not hang out with me !.11 .83 .09 .05
10 off11 Acted like I did not exist .07 .61 .16 .03
Factor 3: Direct online peer victimization
11 on4 Nasty messages !.11 .06 .91 !.01
12 on1 Called names .09 .04 .86 !.13
13 on3 Aggressive messages .07 !.01 .84 !.10
14 on2 Insulted .11 !.001 .75 .10
15 on5 Embarrassed .04 !.09 .61 .28
on6 Threatened to beat up .12 .16 .51 .10
Factor 4: Indirect online peer victimization
16 on10 Did not let me participate .06 !.07 !.07 .85
17 on9 Did not let me join a conversation !.01 !.02 .07 .84
18 on8 Excluded me .12 .18 !.14 .71
19 on7 Told my secrets to others !.04 .08 .17 .65
20 on13 Acted like I did not exist !.09 .26 .32 .39
Eigen value 8.754 2.041 1.980 1.375
Explained variance 41.68 9.72 9.43 6.55
Cronbach’s alpha – all items .90 .88 .88 .82
Cronbach’s alpha – excl. item in italics .88
Mean (SD) in whole sample 1.29 1.80 1.44 1.20
(0.65) (1.01) (0.81) (0.53)
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were no gender differences for the other three subscales. As
expected, respondents who experienced more peer victimization,
both offline and online, reported lower levels of life satisfaction,
higher levels of loneliness, and lower levels of social self-esteem.
Notably, offline peer victimization showed stronger correlations
with psychosocial well-being than online peer victimization.
To test whether the effect of different types of peer victimiza-
tions differed for boys and girls, we conducted additional partial
correlations between each subscale with gender, controlling for
Fig. 1. Confirmatory factor analysis solution for 20 item Multidimensional Offline and Online Peer Victimization Scale.
Table 2
Correlations between MOOPV subscales (5 items per subscale, sample B).
Offline victimization Online victimization
Direct Indirect Direct Indirect
Offline direct 1
Offline indirect .44* 1
Online direct .42* .38* 1
Online indirect .31* .58* .33* 1
* Significance level at least at p < .05.
Table 3
Correlations between MOOPV subscales, age, gender and measures of psychosocial
well-being.
Offline victimization Online victimization
Direct Indirect Direct Indirect
Age !.08** !.17** .11** .08
Gender !.20** .05 .01 .06*
Life satisfaction !.19** !.17** !.17** !.13**
Loneliness .29** .45** .17** .28**
Social self-esteem !.22** !.35** !.17** !.24**
* p < .05.
** p < .01. Gender (0 = male, 1 = female).
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the equivalent subscale (e.g., the relationship between gender and
direct online victimization while controlling for indirect online vic-
timization). As expected, relative to boys, girls exhibited stronger
relationships between indirect forms of offline and online peer vic-
timization and psychosocial well-being (see Table 4).
4. Discussion
With the Multidimensional Offline and Online Peer Victimiza-
tion Scale (MOOPV), we set out to develop a balanced, reliable,
and valid measure capable of assessing offline and online peer vic-
timization while also distinguishing between direct and indirect
modalities. Our findings have provided support for the anticipated
multidimensionality of peer victimization. The scale appropriately
captures the multidimensionality of offline and online peer victim-
ization with analyses confirming the four-dimensional structure of
the MOOPV. This multidimensional approach allowed us to assess
specific forms of peer victimization and their relationship with age,
gender, and psychosocial well-being.
4.1. Reliability, validity, and utility of the MOOPV
Berne et al. (2013) called attention to the importance of inves-
tigating the reliability and validity of new measures of online peer
victimization. At that point less than half of the instruments that
were developed to assess online peer victimization provided infor-
mation about either reliability or validity. Both aspects were inves-
tigated for the MOOPV. All subscales of the MOOPV had an
adequate internal reliability, with Cronbach’s alpha estimates
above .80. To assess validity, we investigated whether the four
forms of peer victimization were negatively related to psychosocial
well-being. In line with our expectations, all subscales were signif-
icantly related to indicators of psychosocial well-being.
In addition to creating a reliable and valid measure, we also
aimed to create a measure with high utility that would not be
media specific. Due to the brevity of the MOOPV, it is indeed highly
useful and can easily be incorporated in research among adoles-
cents. To better understand the causes and consequences of being
victimized online and how these experiences differ from being vic-
timized offline, future research will require longitudinal designs.
Studying online peer victimization over a number of years is espe-
cially challenging because the platforms that are used change rap-
idly. Furthermore, researchers often plan to include a wide variety
of predictors, outcomes and possible underlying mechanisms. As
such, researchers would prefer a limited number of items for each
variable of interest. We were able to reduce the number of items to
five items per subscale, and each item that assesses online peer vic-
timization is technology independent. Thus, the final measure is
relatively short and includes items that will still be applicable even
after teenagers depart today’s most popular internet platforms and
move on to the next big thing.
The MOOPV, therefore, addresses the most important concerns
about current measures of online peer victimization in relation to
psychometric properties as addressed by Berne et al. (2013). With
its high reliability, demonstrated validity and high utility, the mea-
sure has the potential to capture the full range of adolescents’ peer
victimization experiences, whether they occur offline or online.
4.2. Prevalence of offline and online peer victimization
Overall, the majority of adolescents reported that they were vic-
timized neither offline nor online. Furthermore, in line with earlier
research, online peer victimization was experienced less often than
offline peer victimization (Sumter, Baumgartner, Valkenburg, &
Peter, 2012; Williams & Guerra, 2007). This was the case for both
direct and indirect victimization. Thus, children and adolescents
are still less likely to experience peer victimization online than off-
line. Although offline peer victimization occurred more often than
online peer victimization, both types of peer victimization were
strongly related (cf. Sabella et al., 2013). This means that children
and adolescents who are victimized online are more likely to be
victimized offline by their peers as well.
4.3. Age and gender differences
While offline peer victimization was negatively associated with
age, results indicated the reverse for direct online victimization.
This pattern may be reflective of psychosocial development.
Advances in psychosocial development enable adolescents to bet-
ter understand the consequences of their actions, including
whether others are hurt. The pattern identified here also suggests
that, while youth are able to understand the consequences of off-
line behavior earlier in life, additional advances in psychosocial
development are needed in order to fully comprehend the conse-
quences of online actions. Alternatively, this age effect may also
be related to the increased time spent online (Valkenburg &
Peter, 2011). As adolescents spend more time on the Internet, they
encounter more opportunities to experience online peer victimiza-
tion. This finding is in line with previous longitudinal research
showing that offline peer victimization decreases and online peer
victimization increases during early adolescence (Sumter et al.,
2012). Future research is needed to test whether psychosocial
development or Internet use explain the age differences in peer
victimization.
In terms of gender, as expected, boys reported more direct off-
line victimization than girls, but similar levels of indirect offline
victimization (Card et al., 2008). No gender differences were
observed for online victimization. In the majority of studies on
online victimization, gender differences were either absent or lim-
ited (Tokunaga, 2010). One explanation for the absence of gender
differences in direct online victimization is that gender differences
are mostly observed for direct physical confrontations rather than
direct verbal confrontations, with the former being absent in an
online setting (Tapper & Boulton, 2004).
4.4. Psychosocial well-being
Construct validity analyses indicated that all forms of peer vic-
timization were related to lower levels of life satisfaction, more
loneliness and less social self-esteem in our study. Although the
strength of correlations between peer victimization and psychoso-
cial well-being differ across studies, the correlations observed in
Table 4
Partial correlations between peer victimization and psychosocial well-being per
gender (direct controlled for indirect, and indirect controlled for direct).
Offline victimization Online victimization
Direct Indirect Direct Indirect
Boys
Life satisfaction !.17** !.00a !.02a !.05
Loneliness .16** .28**a .02 .17**
Social self-esteem !.10* !.20** !.03 !.13**
Girls
Life satisfaction !.18** !.12**b !.24b !.03
Loneliness .11** .41**b .05 .28**
Social self-esteem !.14** !.29** !.10 !.22**
Note: Different letter superscripts indicate that correlations are significantly dif-
ferent for boys and girls at p 6 .05.
* p < .05.
** p < .01.
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the current study seem comparable to results from earlier studies.
In previous research, effect sizes ranged from small to medium, for
both offline peer victimization (see review Hawker & Boulton,
2000) and online peer victimization. For example, some studies
have reported small effects for online peer victimization in the
areas of self-concept (Katzer, Fetchenhauer, & Belschak, 2009;
r = !.15), social acceptance (Salmivalli, Sainio, & Hodges, 2013;
r = .05), and depression (Salmivalli et al., 2013; r = 14). Other stud-
ies of online peer victimization observed more moderate effects for
the same and other indicators of psychosocial well-being, for
example, depression (Tynes, Rose, & Williams, 2010; r = . 29). After
more studies are published, it will be necessary to conduct a meta-
analysis before drawing definitive conclusions about the expected
strength of the relationship between online peer victimization and
psychosocial well-being.
Indirect offline peer victimization seemed more strongly related
to low self-esteem and greater loneliness than direct peer victim-
ization. Earlier research has also showed that especially relational
victimization, which overlaps with indirect victimization, reduces
psychosocial well-being (Prinstein, Boergers, & Vernberg, 2001).
In this context, our findings can be understood in light of the
importance of social belonging and social reorientation, which play
a central role during adolescence (Nelson, Leibenluft, McClure, &
Pine, 2005). As social relationships are known to be of particular
importance to adolescent girls (Elinoff et al., 2004), we expected
indirect victimization to have a stronger effect on girls. In line with
these expectations, we found that indirect offline victimization
was more strongly related to loneliness and social self-esteem in
girls than boys.
Although it has been previously argued that specific character-
istics of online communication such as anonymity, a-synchronic-
ity, and accessibility, would make online peer victimization
particularly hurtful (Valkenburg & Peter, 2011), online peer victim-
ization showed similar, and in some cases, slightly weaker rela-
tionships with psychosocial well-being than offline peer
victimization. Future studies may directly assess how specific char-
acteristics of online communication can affect online peer victim-
ization. Specifically, we must address questions such as whether
online peer victimization occurs on public or private online plat-
forms, and whether the online bully is known or unknown to the
victim.
5. Conclusions
The potentially detrimental effects of offline and online peer
victimization necessitate the availability of psychometrically
sound measures of peer victimization in both settings. Although
there are measures available, these assessments have significant
limitations as discussed in this paper. The self-report MOOPV
was formed to address these limitations. Results from our study
indicate that the MOOPV is a valid and reliable measure of offline
and online peer victimization that can distinguish between direct
and indirect modalities. Because the MOOPV covers online and off-
line experiences, as well as indirect and direct victimization, the
research community can now answer questions regarding the
unique contribution of online victimization to psychosocial well-
being, the effects of co-occurring offline and online peer victimiza-
tion, and how online victimization may exacerbate general peer
victimization experiences. Moreover, because the MOOPV is not
linked to specific technologies or applications, the MOOPV offers
researchers the opportunity to study peer victimizations both cur-
rently and in the future. Finally, our study showed that for today’s
youth, offline and online peer victimization are related and victim-
ization research can no longer be limited to offline experiences.
Appendices A and B. Supplementary data
Supplementary data associated with this article can be found, in
the online version, at http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2014.12.042.
Appendix C. Multidimensional Offline and Online Peer
Victimization Scale
C.1. Description
20-item scale that measures direct and indirect forms of offline
and online peer victimization. Each subscale consists of five items.
C.2. Instructions: offline peer victimization items
The following questions are about your experiences with peers.
We are interested in your experiences with peers and not with
adults.
How often have the following things happened to you in the
past six months?
Another child/young person. . .
. . . kicked or hit me (1)
. . . called me names (2)
. . . pushed me (3)
. . . insulted me (4)
. . . embarrassed me (5)
. . . excluded me (6)
. . . did not let me participate (7)
. . . did not let me join a conversation (8)
. . . did not hang out with me (9)
. . . acted like I did not exist (10)
C.3. Instructions: online peer victimization items
The Internet refers to Internet via a computer, laptop and Inter-
net via your mobile.
The following questions are about your experiences with peers
on the Internet. We are interested in your experiences with peers
and not with adults.
How often have the following things happened to you in the
past six months on the Internet?
Another child/young person . . ..
. . . send me nasty messages (11)
. . . called me names (12)
. . . send me aggressive messages (13)
. . . insulted me (14)
. . . embarrassed me (15)
. . . did not let me participate (16)
. . . did not let me join a conversation (17)
. . . excluded me (18)
. . . told my secrets to others (19)
. . . acted like I did not exist (20)
C.4. Response options
Never, once in the past six months, 2–3 times in the past six
months, about once a month, about once a week, and almost every
day.
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C.5. Subscale composition
Offline direct: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5
Offline indirect: 6, 7, 8, 9, 10
Online direct: 11, 12, 13, 14, 15
Online indirect: 16, 17, 18, 19, 20
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